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Figure 6.8: Stanley Park Car-Free Day Vision
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19  https://www.bird.co
20  https://www.li.me/en-uy
21  https://www.veoride.com/locations/
22  https://vancouver.ca/streets-transportation/shared-e-scooter-system.aspx

Alongside car-free days, innovative micromobility 
options could also be provided to allow for intra-park 
travel by modes other than motor vehicles. This would 
allow the Park Board to encourage visitors not to 
use vehicles to get around the park and help visitors 
to experience the potentially unrealized benefits of 
implementing a car-free environment.

If micromobility devices are provided, this would 
provide visitors a way to travel around the park 
quickly and easily (i.e., with low-level physical effort), 
mitigating the current challenges coming from the fact 
that internal paths and trails are concentrated in the 
northern portion of the park, which is difficult to get 
to, due to the distance from the pedestrian network in 
downtown Vancouver and the fact that there are hills in 
this section of the park. Feasibility and prioritization of 

6.3.3	 Innovative Micromobility Options sites for potential e-scooter stations would need to be 
reviewed with City of Vancouver staff to limit impacts 
on park access, parking space revenue, operations 
and maintenance requirements, and servicing by the 
provider.

There are numerous micromobility providers across 
North America.19,20 For example, Veo21 provides fleets 
of both stand-up and sit-down scooters, as shown in 
Figure 6.9, and has implemented programs across 
North America, including in cities like Long Beach, 
California, and on various university campuses. 
Locally, Lime e-scooters were launched in the summer 
of 2024.22 Such micromobility options will help to 
create a fun environment that will not only help visitors 
move around the park more quickly, but also help 
visitors overcome the physical challenges associated 
with the hills around Prospect Point.

Figure 6.9: Stand-Up and Sit-Down Scooters from Veo

Source: https://www.minorityreporter.net/post/city-of-rochester-veo-launch-e-bikes-and-scooters-program

https://www.bird.co
https://www.li.me/en-uy
https://www.veoride.com/locations/ 
https://vancouver.ca/streets-transportation/shared-e-scooter-system.aspx
https://www.minorityreporter.net/post/city-of-rochester-veo-launch-e-bikes-and-scooters-program
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Alongside car-free days, this phase also includes 
completing several supporting studies to further 
analyze how a car-free Stanley Park Drive would 
impact park operations, businesses, and interest 
holders. Not including those which have been reported 
as part of this Mobility Study Report, these include:

In the short term, improvements to the active transport 
network will help promote active travel within the 
park. This includes improvements to connectivity and 
wayfinding.

While there is an extensive network of footpaths, trails, 
and bicycle paths within the park, comfortable active 
travel connections to/from downtown Vancouver that 
support people’s desire to enjoy nature are fairly 
limited to the Seawall. In addition, active transportation 
connections between the Seawall and internal trails are 
generally bisected by Stanley Park Drive. Increased 
active transport connectivity may encourage visitors to 
travel to the park by active modes.

Another relatively simple way to improve the active 
transportation experience in the park is through the 
provision of improved wayfinding. The lack of signage 
for those on foot and bicycle alike was a recurring 
theme throughout the park interest holder and visitor 
engagement process; enhanced signage/wayfinding 
could encourage active travel around the park.

6.3.6	 Phase 1 Ongoing Studies

6.3.4	 Improvements to Active Transport 
Network

1.	 Detailed One-Lane Capacity Study – While a 
preliminary analysis was conducted evaluating 
the capacity of a one-lane Stanley Park Drive, 
this analysis only accounted for the experiences 
of private vehicle drivers and capacity across 
the full system of Stanley Park. The localized 
impacts in select locations of a one-lane Stanley 
Park Drive on horse and carriage operations, 
emergency vehicles, and park operational 
vehicles need to be examined closely, with 
potential traffic design changes and other 
interventions.

2.	 Monitoring of Parking Data during Car‑Free 
Pilots – While a preliminary analysis was 
conducted to evaluate the potential loss in 
parking revenue due to fewer parking lots, 
observed data would provide more accuracy. 
Monitoring of parking data during car-free pilots 
could provide this data for analysis.

3.	 Bidirectional Stanley Park Drive Traffic Study 
– A potential source of efficiency with the Stanley 
Park transportation network lies in directionality. 
Stanley Park Drive could potentially be made 
two-way (bidirectional) to allow visitors to access 
their destination more directly. Practically 
speaking, only Options A and B could viably 
entertain bidirectional travel, as they are the 
options that maintain two lanes of vehicle travel. 
However, feedback from the public engagement 
process showed that there is a strong attachment 
to, and nostalgia for, a unidirectional perimeter 
experience. In addition, historically, bidirectional 
travel has caused major issues in the summer 
peak periods, such as when two-way travel was 
implemented from Ceperley Meadow up to Third 
Beach at the request of the Teahouse; piloted in 
the summer of 1989, it caused significant delays 

Improvements to Active Transportation 
Connectivity

Enhanced Wayfinding

Commercial vehicles like tour buses and other 
“people delivery” vehicles are notable users of the 
transportation network to access park features and 
amenities throughout Stanley Park. Tour buses are 
one key transport mode used by tourists to travel to 
and around Stanley Park. However, reporting shows 
that tour bus counts are increasing, and unfettered 
tour bus access poses challenges for congestion and 
impacts to roads and park amenities. 
 
Tour bus licensing is a common practice in many parks 
around the world for a variety of reasons; this benefits 
park operations as well as the tour bus industry. 
Currently, commercial vehicle operators do not require 
a licence to access the Stanley Park. In the Town of 
Banff, for example, businesses in the transportation 
system are categorized by the number of vehicles 
owned; fees range from $1,243.37 for businesses with 
one to two vehicles to $24,867.27 for businesses with 
more than 50 vehicles. 

Tour bus licensing could be considered as a measure 
in Stanley Park to maintain a reasonable level of 
congestion and access for tour buses, as well as a 
measure to offset potential losses in parking revenue. 
This would also enable the Park Board to collect data 

6.3.5	 Commercial Vehicle Licensing Program

on the tour bus operators, including understanding 
trends and where visitors are coming from locally and 
around the world. Maintaining a reasonable level of 
tour bus access ensures demand remains for tour bus 
operators and provides assurances where providers 
could enter into an agreement with the Park Board to 
ensure access for a specified and contracted amount 
of time. Operators could also be considered to provide 
shuttle service to provide public mobility within 
Stanley Park, if transit planning takes longer or does 
not end up being fiscally viable. 
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•	 What was implemented to support visitation to 
business?

•	 What was the outcome?
•	 What was the change in visitation?
•	 How did people travel to the business?
•	 How did this impact revenue generation?
•	 And other questions developed in 

collaboration with businesses and through the 
summer implementation phase of piloting of 
car-free days.

for vehicles. Further work should be done to 
assess the benefits of bidirectional travel relative 
to its cost (in terms of park experience and 
congestion during peak periods).

4.	 Business Visitation Impact Analysis – As 
noted in the Considerations section, impacts 
on businesses need to be better understood. 
Case studies from around the world show that 
reducing vehicle travel in major urban parks can 
have short-term impacts but longer-term benefits 
for businesses such as restaurants or other 
attractions. A localized Stanley Park assessment 
is required where data is only truly reliable 
through piloting. Impacts on businesses will be 
assessed through a Business Visitation Impact 
Analysis, including the following framework and 
diagnostic questions as a post-operative analysis 
to the car-free pilot days:

5.	 Ceperley Meadow Transportation Analysis 
– The road, cycling, and pedestrian pathway 
network in the Ceperley Meadow area is the 
most complicated part of the Stanley Park 
transportation network. With multiple modes 
converging into a variety of nodal intersections, 
key destinations, and the western gateway to 
Stanley Park, any solutions for this area will take 
time and require intricate planning within the 
broader system. This includes connectivity with 
the West End neighbourhood and whatever the 
conditions may be on Beach Avenue. 
A more detailed transportation plan zooming in 
on the Ceperley Meadow area is required; this 
will benefit greatly from the testing of Phase 
1 actions in the strategy (including pilots for 
car-free days, micromobility, and transit) to 
determine the best solution for Ceperley Meadow. 

Cyclist on Stanley Park Seawall (Photo by Emily Holmes)
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The pilots, engagement work, and data analysis 
coming from Phase 1 will help provide a very clear 
understanding of what the best direction may be for 
Phase 2. For example, if it is found that implementing 
more regularly occurring vehicle-restricted times is 
desired, then implementation of Option A (Vehicle 
Time-Based Restrictions) Stream One could be a 
viable choice at that time. However, if more cycling 
infrastructure on Stanley Park Drive at all times is 
desired, and localized issues of congestion on Stanley 
Park Drive for emergency and operational vehicles 
are adequately addressed, then Stream Two could be 
a viable choice. All of the work completed in Phase 
1 will be critical in the formation of sound decisions 
for Critical Decision Point 1, enabling the start of the 
next phase: Phase 2. Once a stream is chosen at 
Critical Decision Point 1, several supporting actions are 
triggered, depending on the chosen stream, as shown 
in Figure 6.10.

In this phase, planning of central parking 
infrastructure will commence, following monitoring 
of parking data during car-free pilots. The tour bus 
licensing program is expected to be active at this point, 
and transit planning with TransLink is expected to be 
completed within the same phase.

If Stream Two is chosen, work on bike lane design and 
planning for its construction would commence, along with 
time-based vehicle access restrictions. This would allow 
the Park Board to implement bike lanes in the future.

Figure 6.10: Miniature Form of Phase 2 of the Implementation Program*

6.4 Phase 2: Establishing Mobility 
Directions

If time-based vehicle access restrictions become 
more common, or if another form of car-free option 
is implemented, implementing centralized or 
consolidated arrangement of parking lots could help 
maintain parking revenue while also maintaining a 
level of access for those who require motor vehicles 
to access the park. Centralized or other consolidated 
arrangements of parking lots provide an area that 
people who drive to Stanley Park can utilize before 
shifting to a different mode to travel around the park.

The planning phase to consider centralized 
parking areas can be done in parallel with ongoing 
engagement with relevant interest holders. This 
continued engagement will help identify creative 
solutions to maintain or improve the park experience 
for those who currently depend on vehicle access.

The following centralized or otherwise consolidated 
parking areas have potential to be implemented:

6.4.1	 Exploration of Centralized (or 
Consolidated) Parking Areas 

1.	 Inside Stanley Park, by expanding provision at 
existing parking lots into a consolidated and 
centralized parking area.

2.	 At the border of Stanley Park and downtown 
Vancouver, using existing underground parking 
lots with residual capacity (particularly on 
weekends) situated at facilities owned by the 
Park Board or the City of Vancouver.

*NOTE: All Implementation Phase 2 tasks subject to funding approval.
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Within Stanley Park, a parking zone could be 
considered in centralized areas, such as the one near 
Pipeline Road. This is due to the following:

1.	 None of the six shortlisted preliminary options 
conflict with Pipeline Road being maintained as a 
route for private vehicle access to the Aquarium, 
the Stanley Park Pavilion, the Train, and other 
key attractions.

2.	 There are two large existing surface parking lots 
adjacent to Pipeline Road. 

3.	 Parking demand is concentrated on the eastern 
side of the park, and implementing a centralized 
parking area adjacent to Pipeline Road would 
maintain reasonable access to attractions on the 
eastern side of the park.

4.	 An existing bus terminal is situated adjacent to 
Pipeline Road. This accommodates TransLink 
service (19 buses), and has the potential to be 
utilized by accessible shuttles, which could take 
car park users to other areas of the park.

Inside Stanley Park
Pipeline Road provides a unique opportunity that 
could be leveraged for mobility within Stanley Park. 
Located in the eastern side of the park, it is close 
to key destinations of the park and allows visitors 
to walk or roll to their destination. In addition, there 
are two large parking lots that could be expanded to 
accommodate expected demand.

Figure 6.11 shows, at a high level, the arrangement 
of key destinations in proximity to Pipeline Road. 
Similar to existing conditions, travellers may access 
Pipeline Road through the Stanley Park Causeway. To 
minimize congestion related to U-turning movements, 
Rose Garden Lane could maintain a way for visitors to 
access the Train parking lot and change direction.

Pipeline Road Access

Figure 6.11: Concept General Arrangement Plan Showing Potential Vehicle Parking, Turning Area & Spatial 
Requirements
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Connection to Key Central Destinations Long-Term Connection to Key Central 
DestinationsZooming in a little closer to the key destinations in 

this area, the map in Figure 6.12 below shows how 
these destinations are arranged with respect to 
current pedestrian access, including from Pipeline 
Road to the Aquarium. There are four footpaths that 
currently connect Pipeline Road to the Aquarium; 
these footpaths each provide access to at least one 
point of interest. Based on Google Maps, footpath 1 
provides access to the Stanley Park Train, footpath 2 
provides access to the Historic Stanley Park Bus Loop, 
footpath 3 provides access to Stanley’s Bar & Grill and 
Malkin Bowl, and footpath 4 provides access to the 
Lord Stanley Memorial Monument. There is potential 
in the short term to provide improved pedestrian 
and cycling connections to the Aquarium, alongside 
any improvements the Aquarium is planning for the 
building exterior entrances. 

As demonstrated in earlier sections, the Aquarium is 
the most utilized destination accessed by vehicles in 
the park today, but access to the Aquarium by shuttle 
would involve the need for road paving. However, 
any consideration as to how vehicle access to the 
Aquarium could be maintained in the future could 
make that option more realistic and ideal. That access 
might be more viable from Pipeline Road for multiple 
reasons, as described below and as noted in Figure 
6.13 on the following page: 

Figure 6.12: Current Pedestrian Connections to the Vancouver Aquarium

Source: Google Maps, annotated by Mott MacDonald

•	 The current access to the Aquarium via 
Stanley Park Drive results in a considerable 
proportion traffic on Stanley Park Drive on 
summer weekends between the entrance at the 
roundabout and Avison Way. And, due to the 
configuration of Stanley Park Drive and Avison 
Way, access to the Aquarium involves a much 
larger proportion of road length. A shorter access 
point to the Aquarium from Pipeline Road would 
be more efficient and would use considerably less 
road length and less paving. This would provide 
an overall much more efficient road system.

•	 More urgently, based on sea level rise analysis, 
the sections of Stanley Park Drive that are used 
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Any future option that reduces vehicle travel along 
Stanley Park Drive would still need to provide access 
to vehicles for emergencies and park operations, and 
access for the Department of National Defence to 
Deadman’s Island, and for members of the private 
Royal Vancouver Yacht Club.

to access the Aquarium (at the intersection of 
Stanley Park Drive and Avison Way), are low-
lying areas that will be within the coastal flooding 
zones within 75 years.

•	 The Vancouver Aquarium is also considering 
future upgrades to how the Aquarium building is 
accessed; those improvements could be aligned 
with a reimagined road access network. 

•	 Also, there are other major upgrades in the 
surrounding park area that will be needed 
long-term that call for a renewed park plan 
for this area, in concert with the Stanley Park 
Comprehensive plan:

	◦ There are several major utilities that are over 
65 years of age that will require upgrading.

	◦ There are parking lot areas, such as the 
Works Yard and the Aquarium, with paving 
conditions in very poor condition.

	◦ The Stanley Park Train is in dire need of 
major investment in its infrastructure, and 
will likely involve or benefit from a renewed 
plan for the area. 

	◦ Of all the trees that are over 60 metres in 
Stanley Park, a large proportion of them are 
located within this area of the park, and are 
currently situated in compacted road areas 
with less-than-ideal growing conditions. A 
new plan and vision for this area of the park 
could include balancing paving access with 
providing more open/forested space for 
these valuable trees in Stanley Park to thrive 
long into the future.

Figure 6.13: Challenges & Long-Term Needs of Stanley Park Destination Areas
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23 In line with the guiding principle “reduce Impacts on environment”, horizontal expansion has limited potential, as it would involve the removal of 
trees, which may be considered as an undesirable environmental impact.
24  See figure 12 in the 2022 Vancouver Tree Canopy Assessment, link: https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/vancouver-tree-canopy-assessment-2022.pdf

Stories Height (m) Total

# of Stalls at Service Yard

Standard Accessible

# of Stalls at Train Lot

Standard Accessible

5

2

1 5

10

15

20

25

30

106

212
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424

530

636

6

12

18

24
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36
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300
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600

750

900

6

12

18

24

30

36

268

536

804

1,072

1,340

1,6086

3

4

Potential for Increased Parking Capacity
Currently, there are two parking lots adjacent 
to Pipeline Road that have some potential to be 
expanded vertically,23 which would provide additional 
capacity to accommodate a portion of the current 
parking demand. The Service Yard lot provides 133 
parking spaces (six of which are accessible), whereas 
the Train lot provides 185 parking spaces (six of which 
are accessible). From a review of the 2019 parking lot 
entry data, it is recorded that the maximum number of 
hourly entries for all parking lots is 738. 

It is noted that, to preserve the park experience and 
maintain the natural aesthetic of the park, any new 

Figure 6.14: Parking Lots Along Pipeline Road that May Be Expanded Vertically

Table 6.3: Estimated Number of Stalls for a Multi-Storey Parking Lot

structure would not typically exceed the height of 
the tree canopy surrounding the structure. Based on 
LiDAR data, the City of Vancouver reports that trees 
around these two parking lots measure at minimum 
around 30 metres.24 Conservatively, it was assumed 
that one storey of a parking lot structure would 
measure around 5 metres and a six-storey parking 
structure would measure around 30 metres.

If 15% of the area available for parking stalls is lost 
to ramps and the other features of a multi-storey 
parking lot, the estimated number of stalls available 
for different parking lot heights is given in Table 6.3 
below.

https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/vancouver-tree-canopy-assessment-2022.pdf
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25  https://www.corbec.com/projects/hambro-portable-parking-structure-5

A six-storey (30-metre high) parking lot could handle 
2.45 times the peak hourly entries recorded in 
2019. Once operational, it would generate parking 
revenue for the Park Board. However, the design 
and construction costs would be substantial. Further 
analysis is needed to assess feasibility, considering 
parking pricing models and the costs of designing, 
building, and maintaining the structure.

A multi-storey structure could be implemented 
temporarily or permanently. A temporary, modular 
structure would allow the Park Board to further 
assess how visitors change their behaviour as parking 
provisions, pricing, and other changes to the park are 
implemented. Such structures have been implemented 
in Canada and abroad. One example of such is 
discussed in a case study from St. Lambert, Quebec,25 
where prefabricated parking structure components 
were used to assemble an additional storey of parking 
on top of an existing paved parking lot. The firm 
responsible for the structure, Corbec, reports that such 
structures are quick to design and build. The project in 
Quebec reportedly was completed in only one month, 
“from the design assessment and the galvanizing of 
the pieces to the last shipment to the site”. However, 
such structures are rarely visually appealing, 
making architectural design and landscaping crucial 
considerations.

In the case of a permanent structure, if parking 
demand notably decreases over time, the Park Board 
may be left with an underused asset with an ongoing 
and potentially costly maintenance commitment, or 
a requirement for decommissioning and demolition, 
again with financial implications. However, the demand 
for parking space in downtown Vancouver and Stanley 
Park for film and other events is consistently high, 
and such a structure could provide capacity for this 
otherwise unmet need. A parking structure could 
also be designed for potential repurposing for an 
alternative land use at a later stage. The feasibility of 
this is worth exploring further.

Note that this preliminary analysis provided here 
does not incorporate any structural or geotechnical 
considerations in constructing a parking structure, 
whether temporary or permanent. Physical limitations 
related to structural and geotechnical engineering 
would limit the number of spaces that the Park Board 
may provide through a centralized parking lot system. 

Given that both the Service Yard and Train parking 
lots are accessed through Pipeline Road, this does 
not affect the primary study objective to maintain a 
car-free Stanley Park Drive, and it potentially allows 
the Park Board to meet the demand of those who 
currently use parking lots in Stanley Park without 
detrimentally impacting the park experience.

A connecting park shuttle or transit service would 
need to be implemented alongside this parking 
scheme to enable persons with disabilities to access 
their chosen destination. Similar parking and transit 
systems are being established at destination parks 
and areas across North America and around the world 
to provide access while ensuring protection of natural 
areas.

https://www.corbec.com/projects/hambro-portable-parking-structure-5



